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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Edison Sturgess, Jr. appeals from a district court judgment order
entered pursuant to his guilty pleato drug trafficking offenses. Stur-
gess contends that the district court erred by failing to grant his
request for adownward departure at sentencing based on substantial
assistance to the government, despite the absence of a government
motion for departure. See U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual,

§ 5K1.1 (1994). Sturgess concedes that the district court's action
comports with prior Fourth Circuit precedent, but asks this Court to
overrule such precedent, and hold that, in light of the Supreme
Court's decision in Koon v. United States, 518 U.S. 81 (1996), depar-
tures under § 5K1.1 are not dependent on the filing of a government
motion.

We have held, subsequent to Koon, that a downward departure
based on substantial assistance requires a government motion. See
United States v. Schaefer, 120 F.3d 505, 508 (4th Cir. 1997). More-
over, one panel of this court cannot overrule the decision of another
panel. See Jonesv. Angelone, 94 F.3d 900, 905 (4th Cir. 1996).
Accordingly, we decline Sturgess invitation to overrule our own pre-
cedent, and affirm the judgment order of the district court. We dis-
pense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and argument
would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



